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. REMARKS 
Claims 1-1 S aie pending in the application. 
Qaims 1, 5-6 and 10-11 are amended to clarify the invention. 
Applicant lespectfiilly requests reconsideration of Hie claims in view of the foregoing 
amendments and following remaiks. 

Claim 13 has been rejected under 35 USC §112, first paragraph on the grounds that 
the specification does not include one of ordinary sldll in the art how a bonus prize is 
awarded in relation to a mystery prize. Claim 13 claims awarding a bonus prize for more 
than one B-l-N-G-0 card when the mystery space is selected and more than one of the 
multiple cards has the '0* column lighted. Support is given on page 9, Unes 1 0-17 of the 
specification which expUins the operation of tfie mystery space to potentially cause 
simultaneous completion of more than one card. As disclosed in Col. 8, lines 27-29, &e 
"mystery space" operates to hght the next available cohunns on all cards. Thus if more than 
one card is one step away fiom completion (that is, where flie 'G* column is lit on B-I-N-G-0 
cards), ihen a mystery space wiU complete more than one card resulting in Ae payout 
described on page 9, Imes 10-17. Smce adequate description is uicluded in Ihe specification 
to allow one ddUed m the art to understand the clahn limitations, applicants respectfully 
requests removal of this rejection with respect to claim 13. 

Claims 1-15 are rqected under 35 USC §1 12. first paragraph on the grounds that 
applicants' use of the term "subsets" and recitation to "order" is unclear. The claims have 
been amended to address this clarity issue so ti»t antecedent basis exists for all elements. 
The definitions for "consecutive" and "nonconseoutive" order should be adequately defined 
m the specification, namely on page 9. lines 29-3 1 . Examples with respect to the B-I-N-G-O 
cards is described on page 8, Imes 26-32 where each column of the card corresponds to a 
selectable element on the top box game and Ae cards must be filled out in a particular "next- 
in-sequence" order. That is, the 'B' must be selected before the 'I', which must be selected 
before the 'N*. and so on. As the clwms should now be clear to those skilled in the art, 
applicants respectfolly requests removal of the r«3ectioiL 

Claims 1-2, 5-7 and 9 are rejected under 35 USC §l03(a) as bemg an obvious 
variation of U.S. Pat No. 6,581.935 (Odom). 
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Applicants traveisse on the grounds fliat Odtwn fails to disclose certain Uroitations in 
the present claims, namely (in claim 1) that the spaces have a predetennined order to them 
within their particular subset and ftat completion of ttie bonus game involves selecting the 
elements in consecutive or non-consecutive order. Consecutive means that the elements are 
selected in an exact number of consecutive plays; nonconsecutive means that more plays are 
required for selection of the spaces. TTie spaces are organized in subsets (e.g. red spaces, 
yellow spaces, etc.) and those spaces are organized within a predetermined order (e.g. 'B' 
comes before T which comes before 'N*. etc.). This goes beyond a mere visual 
representation, but instead concsponds to the order in which the selection must occur in order 
to complete the next step inHie bonus sequence. 

Odom does ^ teach selection elements having a particular predetermined or 
sequential order where the bonus game is completed by consecutive or nonconsecutive plays. ^ 
Instead, Odom teaches a standard BINGO game where certain indicia (e.g. BI 2, 063). are 
selected and a player's card marked if they have that selected indicia. True, FIG. 1 of Odom 
does show a visual representation of the BINGO card where the letters are arranged in a 
visual order of 'B*. 'I*. 'N*, 'G' and then 'O*. but fliis is not mdicative of the game order in 
which the spaces must be selected for a win. In feet, Odom teaches away from the present 
mvenlion because a win can occur by a player obtaining winning cards with ttie spaces 
selected in any order - lhat is, the four comers of card *D' in FIG. 2 of Odom could be 
selected in any order an not neceasarily upper right, then upper left, then lower right, etc. In 
Odom, if a player has the indicia on the card, then it is marked off or the space lit up, In the 
present invention, a space (e.g. yellow 'N') could be selected but may not result in the player 
having a space on their card lit up unless the previous spaces in the predetermined o^der (e.g. 
yellow 'B* and yellow 'I') are previously selected. The present invention adds a whole new 
dimension to the bonus game concept and one that is not tau^t or suggested by Odom. 
Applicants thus respectfully request reconsideration of the rejection and allowance of the 
claim in view of Odom. 

Addressing the remaining claims specifically: 

Regarding claim 2, Odom bingo cards do not have a predetermined order of 'B', then 
T, then *N', Aen *G', flien 'O*. While there is a visual representation of B-I-N-G-O, this 
does not correspond to an 'order' of game pieces that affect the outcome of the game. That 
is, obtaining an 'O* piece that is on die Odom game card would still result in lighting that 
space even thougjh die player has not yet received a 'B* space. 



Docket No. 4164-170 Page 6 of 9 Application No. 10/035,812 

PAGE7I10'RCVDAT 11/12/20036:41:53 PM [Eastern Standard Time]*SVilUSPT^^ 



NOU-12-2e03 15:51 MPRGER JOHI>€CIN ET PL 503 274 4622 P. 08/10 



Regaiding claim 5, the Odom spaces are not organized into subsets excqrt after the 

iact 

Regarding claim 6. completion of flie spaces is not dependent on consecutive or 
nonconsecutive order. Rather, order is unimportant in Odom since the spaces can be selected 
in any order. 

Regarding claim 7, there is no special bonus for 'simultaneous' completion of all 
subsets since spaces axe selected one at a time (Odom col. 4, lines 15-24). a row or column 
would necessarily be con^leted prior to die coverall result 

Regarding claim 9. applicants disagree with the Examiner's statement that scripts are 
well known in the gaming industry since selection is typically done 'on the fly*. To the 
contrary, bonus scripts are anew concept inihe industry marketed by the assignee of the 
present invention. 

aaims 3 and 4 have been rejected under 35 USC §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Odom in view of U.S. Pat No. 6,398.645 (Yoseloft). Claim 8 is rejected under Odom in 
view ofU.S. Pat AppLPubl. No. 2002/0045472. 
^^"^^ SinceOdomdoesnotteachthepredeteiminedorderofthespaceswithintiiesubsets. 

nor the consecutive or nonconsecutive selection of the spaces to complete the bonus game, a 
combination of Odom with any other patent would be insufficient to teach each and every 
element of the claims. Accordingly, and for the reasons expressed above, rejection under 
§ 103(a) would be improper. 

Claims 10-15 have been reacted under 35 USC §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 

Adams in view of Yoseloff. 

Adams does not act to light a column responsive to selection of one of Ae plurality of 
spaces. Rather. Adams lights a space on the card (not an entire column) responsive to 
selection of that space. Whereas it would take a minimum of 24 selections to completely 
light a card according to Adams, it would only take 5 in the present invention. Furlliermore. 
Adams does not describe the step of lighting the columns hi sequential order responsive to 
the selected spaces. There is no reason in Adams to do so since as long as the space is on the 
card that space will be lit As described above, in the present invention the columns can only 
be lit in sequential order. 

Addressing the tenuiining claims q)ecifioa11y: 
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Re8atdingclaimll.theiei8nosequential<)idefinAdain88pecified Thatalfliough 
there is a visual order displayed on the top-box. the columns need not be completed in onier 
for a win to occur. 

Rfigaiding claim 1 2. Adams does not disclose a mystety space or a ftmctionally 
equivalent wild-caid space that would conespond to more than one card. In the preferred 
embodiment of the mystery space, the next colmmi in each card Is completed. No such event 

is described by the prior ait. 

Regarding claim 13. the operation of the mystery space is so diffbrent fiom the prior 
art that applicants camiot properly address the Examiner's statements regarding 'design 
choice- and 'ordinary skill in die art'. It is applicants' beHeve that such a feature has never 
existed in the many hundreds of years that BINGO has been around. 

Regarding claim 14. applicants disagree with the Examiner's statement that scripts are 

wcU known in the gaming industry since selection is typicaUy done 'on the fly'. To the 
contrary, bomis scripts are a new concept in the industry marketed by the assignee of the 
present invention. 

Regarding claim 15, there are different prizes associated wifli different BINGO cards 
and Yoseloff does not disclose such a feature. Rather, one would expect with the Adams 
prior art that all cards would have the same awards associated with them. 
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For the foregoing leascns. iwonsideration and aUowaace of claims M 5 of the 
application as amended is solicited. The Examiner is encouraged to telephone fte 
undersigned at (503) 222-3613 if it appears that an interview would be helpful in advancmg 
flus case. It is apparent to the applicants that the present invention has clear and nonobvious 
differences over the prior art of record and believes ftat the present claim language addresses 
those differences. However, the undersigned welcomes the Examiner's suggesHons on how 
best to claim those distinctions and looks forward to discussing these issues in a futare 
telephone call. 

Respectfully submitted, 

MARGER lOHNSON & McCOULOM, P.C. 
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